Collaborative governance: framing New Zealand practice by Elizabeth Eppel
1 
 
  
Collaborative Governance:  
Framing New Zealand Practice 
  
 
Dr Elizabeth Eppel 
  
   
  
 
Working Paper No: 13/02 
Year 2013 
  
  
  
2 
 
    
  
INSTITUTE FOR GOVERNANCE 
AND POLICY STUDIES  
 WORKING PAPER 
13/02 
  
MONTH/YEAR 
   AUTHOR 
  
 
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
INSTITUTE FOR GOVERNANCE 
AND POLICY STUDIES  
 
 
 
 
 
DISCLAIMER 
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
 
 
April 2013 
 
Elizabeth Eppel 
Victoria University of Wellington 
  
  
 
This paper has been produced as part of a 
programme at the Institute for Governance and 
Policy Studies at Victoria University of Wellington. I 
am grateful to Jonathon Boston, Bill Ryan and 
Amanda Wolf for reading and commenting on 
earlier drafts of this paper.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
School of Government 
Victoria University of Wellington 
PO Box 600 
Wellington 
NEW ZEALAND 
 
For any queries relating to this working paper 
please contact elizabeth.eppel@vuw.ac.nz  
 
  
 
 
The views, opinions, findings, and conclusions or 
recommendations expressed in this paper are 
strictly those of the author. They do not  
necessarily reflect the views of the Institute for  
Governance and Policy Studies, the School of  
Government or Victoria University of Wellington.  
 
 
3 
IGPS working Paper – Eppel, E. (2013). Collaborative Governance: Framing New Zealand Practice. 
 Collaborative Governance: Framing New Zealand Practice  
Author: Elizabeth Eppel, School of Government, Victoria University of Wellington 
Overview 
Collaborative governance is talked about as something New Zealand needs to have 
more of, to deal with the sort of issues government faces today, like solving use and 
conservation of fresh water. There is even some promising practice of collaborative 
governance such as through the Land and Water Forum. Yet beyond this well-known 
example, the government, the public sector and the public of New Zealand do not 
have ready access to information about collaborative governance: what it is; what it 
entails; when this mode of governance is likely to be effective; and what is needed for 
successful collaborative governance. This working paper addresses this gap. 
Collaborative governance involves working across organisational boundaries both 
within government and with the wider community through some sort of horizontal 
collaborative arrangement. This mode of governance is contrasted with, but not 
offered as an alternative to, other well documents forms of governance practiced in 
New Zealand (i.e. through bureaucratic processes overseen by a single government 
department or through market-organised contracts with third parties). Collaborative 
governance is presented as an alternative which sits alongside these traditional 
modes and might be used alone or in combination with either or both. 
The paper draws on a growing body of international and New Zealand-based 
research about what it means to collaborate, how people work across organisational 
boundaries, and when and why this might be a good idea. This research confirms a 
continuum of intensities in the ways organisations work across boundaries from 
communication, co-ordination, co-operation, to collaboration. All have their place 
depending on what is to be achieved.  
Collaboration requires investment by organisations in reframing goals, objectives 
and results from an inter-organisational perspective. It also requires high levels of 
interpersonal and inter-organisation trust, modification of standard management 
and accountability procedures, and different leadership approaches. 
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Because collaboration is time consuming, especially in its set up and may require 
more resources than alternative ways of working, it should not be embarked upon 
lightly. Research suggests that the reasons for collaboration may be conviction about 
the need to involve the community in decisions that affect them, the need for 
legitimacy and efficacy of decisions which is gained through wider participation, or 
the socially complex nature of the problem to be solved and the limitations on 
information and resources needed for solution within a single organisation. The 
emphasis in this paper is largely towards the latter although the other two are 
touched on briefly. 
When problems are multifaceted and resistant to definition, collaborative 
governance is an approach which can allow multiple perspectives, including denial of 
a problem, to be brought to bear to generate solutions. In such circumstances there is 
unlikely to be one best solution and yet previously unattainable and beneficial 
progress can be made. There are real limits to what can be known because of the 
reflexive dynamism which exists in all social systems. This dynamism causes the 
nature of the problem, and how it might be addressed, to continue to change in 
nonlinear and unpredictable ways. The information and resources needed to have a 
beneficial effect on complex social problems often lies outside of government and 
therefore other groups in the community need to be involved. Some excellent 
examples of the practice of collaborative governance in New Zealand, confirm much 
of the international research literature.  
Knowledge of how actors collaborate, when they do it, why, and how the processes of 
working collaboratively contribute to effective governance is at a stage where it is 
possible to propose a tentative framework to guide collaborative practice in New 
Zealand. Nineteen research-based propositions are identified in a framework of 
factors affecting effective collaborative governance to help guide practitioners in 
their practice. 
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Introduction 
Schick‘s (1996) review the implementation of New Zealand‘s public management 
reforms of the 1980s and early 1990s, raised concerns about fragmentation and 
whether a focus on discrete measurable outputs would eventuate in the most sought-
after outcomes. Ever since, the rhetoric of government and its agencies has re-
emphasised the importance of achieving outcomes, not just efficient delivery of 
discrete policies and programmes, but the practice did not follow systemically.  
With this outcome focus gradually also came recognition that achieving outcomes is 
often the domain of more than one organisation. While some policy problems can be 
remediated through time-tested policy processes that produce centrally-designed 
solutions which are then ‗rolled out‘ across the country, many of the more important 
outcomes government and society want to influence, such as reducing the incidence 
of family violence, or using and conserving fresh water, cannot. This has led to both 
research and practice interest in new structures and processes which facilitate multi-
organisation working to produce improved outcomes for individuals and the society 
as a whole. We see this in New Zealand in innovative front-line practices and also in 
the multiplicity of experiments and central initiatives, including the current Better 
Public Services, aimed at getting better outcomes by doing things differently (Ryan, 
2011). 
Government agencies working across organisational boundaries, and with citizens 
has been called an untapped source of innovation in the public sector (Sorensen & 
Torfing, 2011).  The public sector in New Zealand, as in other western democracies, is 
well practiced in achieving efficient and effective public services through the power 
and capability of well-running bureaucracies and through market mechanisms. 
These areas are not the focus of this paper. Working across government and with 
non-government partners, a less well understood and practiced space, is explored 
here.  Collected under the banner ‗collaborative governance‘, the knowledge about 
this field is still developing in theory and has been led largely by practice. As a result 
there is variability and fuzziness in the terminology used to describe the processes of 
collaborative governance and when, how and why it might be a necessary and a 
successful way of governing in contrast to other well documented traditional public 
management processes. 
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Part 1 of this working paper brings together themes found in international theoretical 
and empirical studies which might be relevant to understanding the when, why, and 
how of collaborative governance in the New Zealand context. Part 2 then analyses the 
findings to date from New Zealand-based empirical studies involving cross-
organisational working where there is some measure of shared responsibility for 
problem ownership and outcomes. In part 3, introduces a tentative framework 
containing propositions derived from the literature to guide collaborative governance 
practice.  It is proposed that this analytical framework will then continue to be 
further tested and refined through empirical data gathered from contemporary 
collaborative governance practices in New Zealand. 
Part 1: International Research 
Internationally, over the last 30 years or so, there has been increasing attention in 
the scholarship on public administration, policy and management to new forms of 
relationships between people working in the public sector and the users/clients of 
government services. Discussion of concepts such as co-operation, co-ordination, 
joining-up, collaboration, co-production and citizen-centric has become more 
prominent. There is also more discussion of the evolving structures and processes 
through with government works. The focus has shifted from bureaucracies and 
markets alone. Descriptions of how governments work and organise for the delivery 
of public policy and services have begun to include structures called networks (e.g. 6, 
Goodwin, Peck, & Freeman, 2006; Goldsmith & Eggers, 2004; Kickert, Klijn, & 
Koppenjan, 1997; Rhodes, 1984), and processes called governance (e.g. Osborne, 
2010; Rhodes, 1996, 1997), and more recently, collaborative governance (Bingham & 
O'Leary, 2008; Sorensen, 2000). The focus on inter-governmental and supra-
national structures and processes which dominated the early interest in networks 
and governance has extended to national and subnational level and the design and 
implementation of more effective policies.  
To make some sense of the breadth and terminological variance encountered in the 
literature on inter-organisational working, it is viewed in this paper through a 
number of lenses which overlap in their efforts to describe this space. Some of the 
literature, especially the earlier material, treats across organisational working as an 
empirical phenomenon to be probed and understood. Here we encounter descriptors 
such as co-operation, co-ordination, joined-up, and collaboration. Cataloging the use 
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of these terms makes up the first lens.  We also encounter discussion about when and 
why organisations might work together. Some of this discussion relates to the nature 
of the policy problem and problem-related reasons for working across boundaries. 
We also encounter notions of co-production and the normative desire to work with 
citizens (citizen-centric and deliberative democracy), as well as results-related 
themes such as outcomes, effectiveness, innovation and the barriers to inter-
organisational working. These themes are the focus of the second lens. 
The third lens is the different institutional processes and structures for working 
across boundaries. The lens captures how collectives of actors are organised and the 
patterns made by the interactions between actors and institutions in transacting the 
business of governing across organisational boundaries. It begins with the concept of 
governance and then moves to discuss the concepts of networks, network governance 
and collaborative governance. 
Lens 1: How people work across boundaries 
Under this theme I consider seven notions about working across organisational 
boundaries: Co-ordination, co-operation, collaboration, co-production, citizen-
centric and deliberative democracy. The latter two are normative notions about the 
respective roles of actors within government and the wider populace. In this part of 
the discussion the emphasis is on what the human actors are doing and why they are 
doing it. 
i. Co-ordination, Co-operation, Collaboration and Joining-up 
The emphasis on individual organisation accountability and third-party contracting 
of public services which characterised public management in the 1990s led to 
fragmentation and criticisms that  discrete organisations accountable for quantifiable 
outputs found it difficult to achieve outcomes (see for example Christensen & 
Laegreid, 2002). Concerns about fragmentation and the lack of focus on outcomes 
resulted in various western governments, which had adopted what became known as 
New Public Management (NPM), calling for more of cross-boundary working to 
achieve more joined up services and better outcomes (Ling, 2002).  Co-ordination, 
co-operation, collaboration and joining-up were often used to mean the same thing 
and used interchangeably in early scholarship. Inter-country comparisons have 
suggested that preference for a particular style of inter-organisational action might 
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be purely one of political preference (6, 2004). As time has gone on there has been 
more precision about the type and degree of cross-organisational working and the 
reasons of it. 
The distinction between co-operation, co-ordination and collaboration pivots on the 
extent to which the individuals and the organisations concerned, align their work, 
and their overall goals and strategies (see for example, 6, 2004; M. P. Mandell & 
Steelman, 2003). At one end of the continuum different organisations move beyond 
mere coexistence and the simple sharing of information about what each is doing 
into co-operation. Co-operation might involve formal inter-organisation meetings 
which focus on a common client and aligning aspects of policy or service delivery so 
that each organisation might achieve their separate goals more effectively. Each 
organisation remains responsible for their part of the service delivery and there is no 
attempt to align goals. Co-ordination might involve some resource sharing and joint 
delivery to meet the need of clients. Collaboration implies a closer working 
relationship where goals are aligned and policies and services are jointly designed 
and delivered (see Figure 1). All three are sometimes described by the catch-all 
phrase ‗joined-up government‘ although that term also is often reserved for the more 
collaborative efforts of government agencies to work together. 
Figure 1: Continuum of Cross-organisational working (Eppel, Gill, Lips, Ryan, 2008, 
p. 14) 
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ii. Collaboration 
According to O‘Leary and Bingham collaboration is „a concept that describes the process of 
facilitating and operating in multi-organisational arrangements to solve problems that 
cannot be solved or easily solved by single organisations. Collaborative means to co-labour, 
to co-operate to achieve common goals, working across boundaries in multi-sector 
relationships. Cooperation is based on the value of reciprocity‘ (O'Leary & Bingham, 2007, p. 
7). Thus collaboration entails a network of actors that operate horizontally between 
organisations and ‗almost anything is, in principle, possible through collaboration because 
you are not limited by your own resources and expertise‘ (Huxham & Vangen, 2005, p. 3), 
although variation in what is meant by collaboration persists (O'Leary & Vij, 2012). 
There is a focus in the literature on the reasons for collaboration and when collaboration 
needs to occur. McGuire (2006) identifies the oft-cited pressures for new collaborative 
approaches as: 1) changes in information availability giving rise to more permeable 
structures allowing people to more easily work across organisational boundaries; 2) the 
nature of problems, e.g. environment, poverty, health care, disasters, which cannot be 
addressed effectively through traditional bureaucracies (see also the next section); and 3) 
citizen expectations of more choice. Thomson and Perry (2006, p. 20) add devolution, rapid 
technological change, scarce resources and increasing organizational interdependencies. 
Many have noted the difficulty of collaboration (e.g. Bryson, Crosby, & Middleton Stone, 
2006; Huxham & Vangen, 2005) which arises from the nature of the problem and the 
socially constructed nature of the boundaries within which a problem is understood and 
solved (Eppel, 2008). Huxham and Vangen (2005) have popularised the concept of 
‗collaborative advantage‘ – to capture the notion of the benefit arising from inter-
organisational partnerships, e.g. government, non-government and community 
organisations which manage partnerships to tackle issues that would otherwise fall between 
the gaps. They also note the risk of ‗collaborative inertia‘ which occurs when the inter-
organisational process prevents real progress (Huxham & Vangen, 2005). 
One strand of research has focused on the membership of these horizontal networks: the 
characteristics of the members, the nature of the relationships between members; and the 
characteristics displayed when working in horizontal mode, and how these differ from those 
found in vertical bureaucracies or markets. People who work well across organisations have 
been given the name ‗boundary spanners‘ (Williams, 2002, 2010, 2013). ‗Boundary spanning 
revolves around people and organizations working together to manage and tackle common 
issues,  to promote better co-ordination and integration of public services, to reduce 
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duplication, to make the best use of scarce resources and to meet gaps in service provision 
and to satisfy unmet needs‘ (Williams, 2011, p. 27). Williams notes four  boundary spanner 
roles:  1) reticulist – a set of competencies related to managing and working with a network 
of people; 2) entrepreneur – a set of behaviours that make things happen and get results; 3) 
interpreter –  boundary spanner has to be acutely aware and appreciative of multiple 
interests while also building collective action. The essential competencies required to 
underpin this role revolve around the initiation and sustaining of effective inter-personal 
relationships, built upon an infrastructure of trust, communication, listening, empathy, 
negotiation, diplomacy, and conflict resolution are invaluable skills‘; 4) organiser – doing 
the tasks of organizing, planning, co-ordinating and servicing the collaborative machinery. 
O‘Leary and colleagues (O'Leary, Choi, & Gerard, 2012) used a survey of US senior public 
executives to identify the skills needed for collaboration and network management. In earlier 
work they concluded that the most important task for network managers is to try to 
minimise conflict and successfully resolve it. They also note the following characteristics of 
collaborative networks that contribute to the complexity of this task: 
Multiple members that make up the network 
Disparate and common missions of the members 
Network organisations each have different cultures 
Network members have different stakeholder groups and different funders 
Network members have different degrees of power 
There are often multiple issues 
There are multiple forums for decision making 
Networks are both inter-organisational and interpersonal 
There are a variety of governance structures available to networks 
Networks may encounter conflict with the public 
Eppel, Gill, Lips and Ryan (2013 (forthcoming); 2008) argue that a collective of 
enacted roles are important to successful cross-boundary collaboration: the social 
entrepreneur (who in an ‗ah-ha‘ moment of revelation sees that ‗standard operating 
practice‘ will not do), some fellow travellers (also themselves social entrepreneurs) 
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who understand the problem from multiple dimensions and take tentative actions 
from which they learn what more to do or not do, and guardian angels who help 
navigate the political and organisational hurdles which might otherwise see the 
collaboration prematurely shut down. The operation of the collaborative network is 
dynamic and it is supported by processes of ongoing learning and support from the 
vertical organisations to which the members belong (see Figure 2).  
 
Figure 2: Process of Working Across Organisational Boundaries (Eppel et al. 2009, p. 12) 
Collaborations also require a particular style of mutual learning. Collaborators must learn 
about the problem and its solutions from each other. The must also learn the way forward 
through experimentation and learning by doing (see also for example Agranoff, 2007; 
Emerson, Nabatchi, & Balogh, 2011). According to Gerlak and Heikkila (2011) collective 
learning involves both (1) a ‗collective process‘,  which may include acquiring new knowledge 
through diverse actions (e.g. trial and error), assessing information and disseminating new 
knowledge or opportunities across individuals in a collective, and (2) ‗collective products‘ 
that emerge from the process, such as new shared ideas, strategies, rules or policies. Gerlak 
and Heikkila suggest that structural, factors such as communication, co-ordination, and the 
control of information, combine with social dynamics, and technological factors, such as the 
means and support for processing and sharing information to create collective learning (see 
Figure 3). 
12 
IGPS working Paper – Eppel, E. (2013). Collaborative Governance: Framing New Zealand Practice. 
 
Figure 3: Framework for Collective Learning in Collaborations (Gerlak & Heikkila, 2011) 
 
Collaborative networks take time to get to the point where they are productive and 
sustainable (McGuire & Agranoff, 2011). Ansell and Gash 2012 identify three leadership roles 
as important ingredients for supporting successful collaboration: 1) stewards – facilitate 
collaboration by helping to convene collaboration and maintain its integrity; 2) mediators – 
facilitate collaboration by managing conflict and arbitrating exchange between stakeholders; 
and 3) catalysts – facilitate collaboration by helping to identify and realize value-creating 
opportunities. Although collaborative leaders are called upon to play multiple roles, the 
salience of these roles may vary with the circumstances and goals of collaboration.  
Summing up Lens 1: 
Communication, co-ordination, co-operation, and collaboration are all legitimate 
ways in which people link across organisational boundaries. They represent a 
continuum of increasing intensity of joining-up and each has its place depending on 
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what is to be achieved.  Collaboration requires the most investment by organisations 
in reframing goals, objectives and results from an inter-organisational perspective.  
Collaboration requires high levels of interpersonal and inter-organisation trust, 
modification of standard management and accountability procedures and is time 
consuming, especially in its set up, and it also requires a particular set of leadership 
skills and activities. Thus collaboration should not be embarked upon lightly or in 
circumstances where there might be more efficient means of achieving the end 
goal/outcome. 
Lens 2: When and why work across organisational boundaries 
This lens focuses on when and why organisations might work together. One theme 
relates to the nature of the policy problem and problem-related reasons for working 
across boundaries. Further themes are the notions of co-production and the 
efficiency, effectiveness and normative (citizen-centric and deliberative democracy) 
reasons for working with citizens. There are also results-related themes such as 
outcomes, effectiveness and innovation, and identification of the frequently 
mentioned barriers to inter-organisational working.  
i. Nature of the policy problem  
Perri 6 (2004) noted the need to be clear about the perceived problem to which cross 
organisational approaches are seen as solutions. The challenge, according to him is 
less in overcoming the specialization of each agency and more about the 
fragmentation of how each organisation sees the issue and responds to it, lack of 
good conflict management, or inadequately structured relationships between 
specialties. The rhetoric of ‗overcoming barriers‘ or ‗breaking down boundaries‘, 
Perri 6 says, is often about attempts to put boundaries in different places and to 
create border crossings suitable for particular vehicles. He concludes that there are 
no simple trade-offs between specialization and co-ordination.  
Rittel and Webber (1973) coined the term wicked problem 1  in the context of 
explaining the failure of attempts by governments to take a more planned approach 
to the more complex problems facing governments and communities. They called 
                                                   
1  Wicked is used not in an ethical sense but in the sense of ‗malignant‘ (in contrast to ‗benign‘), or ‗vicious‘ 
(like a circle) or ‗tricky‘ or ‗aggressive‘. 
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into question the adequacy of professional expertise alone to solve such problems 
through rational processes of top down planning. Failure of planned interventions, 
they say, is related to the openness of the social systems in which these planned 
interventions are deployed, and waves of repercussions are generated by a problem 
solving action. One of the most intractable problems of all is that of defining 
problems, i.e. knowing what distinguishes an observed condition from a desired 
condition, and of locating where, in the complex of causal networks, the trouble 
really lies. Equally intractable is the problem of identifying the actions that might 
effectively narrow the gap between what-is and what-ought-to-be.  
Rittel and Webber concluded that improving the effectiveness of actions in pursuit of 
valued outcomes cannot be done through the usual linear processes of planning. 
Inadequate forecasting and intelligence, plurality of objectives and plurality of 
politics make it impossible to pursue unitary aims. They identified ten challenges for 
anyone seeking to address so called wicked problems. 
1. There is no definitive formulation of a wicked problem. 
The formulation of a wicked problem is the problem. The problem can only be 
understood in terms of one‘s ideas for solving it. Thus a linear approach which 
consists of first understand the problem, then gather information from which to 
analyse options and then formulate solution(s) will not work. 
2. Wicked problems have no stopping rule. 
Because wicked problems occur in open social systems there will be no logical end 
point because there will always be more causal links and more that could be done. 
3. Solutions to wicked problems are not true or false but good or bad. 
Many affected parties will be available to pass judgment on solutions to wicked 
problems and their assessments are more likely to be that the solution is either good, 
or bad, or at best, good enough. 
4. There is no immediate and no ultimate test of a solution to a wicked problem. 
The solution to a tame problem is likely to be in the hands of a few people and the 
solution easily judged. A wicked problem on the other hand will generate waves of 
consequences over time and it will often be difficult to link any particular 
consequence to a particular action undertaken to solve the problem. 
5. Every solution to a wicked problem is a “one-shot operation”; because there is 
no opportunity to experiment, every attempt counts significantly. 
There is no test tube or laboratory in which to test solutions to wicked problems. As 
the solutions must be implemented in the real world, every implemented solution is 
consequential and leave ―traces‖ that cannot be undone. 
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6. Wicked problems do not have a definitive set of potential solution nor is there a 
well-described set of permissible operations that must be incorporated into the 
plan. 
Wicked problems give rise to a host of interpretations about their cause and solution. 
Judgments, not rules, are involved in deciding that the information available on 
possible approaches is sufficient and in selection of a particular approach. There is 
an element of trust in that judgment involved for those who go along with the 
selected approach. 
7. Every wicked problem is essentially unique. 
Despite long lists of similarities of the properties wicked problems share in common, 
there are factors unique to each which are significant and of over-riding importance 
to the solution of the problem. There are no classes of wicked problems in the sense 
that principles of solution can be developed to fit all members of a class. Every 
situation is one of a kind. 
8. Every wicked problem can be considered the symptom of another problem. 
The search for causal explanations of the discrepancies between the actual and 
desired state is likely to lead to the discovery of further problems of which the 
original problem is only a symptom. There is a paradox in that on one hand, the 
higher the level the articulation of the problem, the more general it becomes and the 
more difficult to articulate actions that might have any effect. On the other, a 
problem attacked at too low a level, risks being too small and incremental an 
approach to have any overall effect. An organizational response is often to see the 
problem and its solution lying at another (lower) level. 
9. The existence of discrepancy in representing a wicked problem can be explained 
in numerous ways. The choice of explanation determines the nature of the 
problem solution. 
‗Crime in the streets‘ can be explained in many ways: e.g. too few police; inadequate 
laws; cultural deprivation. The evidence will be conflicting and the choice of 
explanation arbitrary depending on the world view of the explainer. 
10. Scientific method is not considered an adequate excuse for being wrong given 
the consequences for human beings and communities. 
When natural scientists formulate a hypothesis and test it, there is no harm, blame or 
shame associated with being wrong. This is not the case with wicked problems where 
the consequences are felt and live on in the community. 
When the issues or problems being dealt with are wicked problems then a less linear 
and more collaborative process of planning and solution is required. That is, no one 
organization or individual possesses the tools needed to adequately address 
problems that do not respect political, disciplinary, and industrial boundaries (Kettl, 
2006).  
Working in ways that go beyond organisational boundaries is a strategy for dealing 
with the demands of complex social issues and wicked problems. Yet collaboration is 
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seen as difficult and it often follows failure of other approaches (Bryson et al., 2006). 
It needs acceptance that policy processes are ‗complex interactions in which many 
actors participate and processes are ambiguous as a result of the multiple goals and 
strategies of actors and of uncertainty about information and outcomes‘ (Kickert et 
al., 1997, p. 6). Dealing with public problems involves interactions between 
governmental agencies, quasi-governmental bodies and private organisations. The 
distribution of resources, information and perceptions across the various actors 
create interdependencies which some form of inter-organisational structure and or 
process might address. 
As well as the need for additional actors outside government to lend legitimacy and 
efficacy to policy design and implementation, O‘Toole and Meier (2006) give 
examples where networks which stretch beyond government might allow 
government to be distanced from controversial policy efforts. For example, early 
HIV/AIDS intervention in the US was advised and overseen by a broad set of 
community organisations that shared some interdependency with the HIV efforts 
(hospitals, social service organisations, homeless shelters, public health units and so 
forth). 
ii. Co-production 
The notion of co-production has its origins in the economic literature and is about 
moving the means for the production of public services beyond the walls of 
government agencies (Ostrom & Baugh, 1973).  Co-production engages citizens, 
volunteers, and clients as active agents in the design and production of public 
services (Alford, 1998, 2009; Bovaird, 2007; Boyle & Harris, 2009). Some examples 
include community policing and community housing, regeneration, or improvement 
schemes run in association with community groups. Boyle and Harris (2009) argue 
that co-production can overcome the failure of public service innovation to 
accommodate increasing demand, rising expectations, seemingly intractable social 
problems and, in many cases, reduced budgets and has the potential to make services 
more effective for the public, more cost-effective for policymakers, and more 
sustainable for government and clients.   
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Social media, Web 2.0 interactivity, and ubiquitous internet access via mobile 
phones, has provided new means of citizen co-production (Linders, 2012; Noveck, 
2009). The concepts of ―Citizen Sourcing,‖ ―Government as a Platform,‖ and ―Do-It-
Yourself Government‖, ―Wiki-government‖ arise from the functionalities associated 
with Web2.0-supported platforms such as Facebook, Twitter, YouTube, blogs, wikis, 
online forums and so on. Linders (2012) suggests the emergence of a new social 
contract that empowers the public to play a far more active role in the functioning of 
their government, sometimes whether the government wants them to or not (see, e.g. 
(Bekkers, Moody, & Edwards, 2011).  
iii. Citizen-centric 
Citizen-centric is usually taken to mean that the citizen affected by policy or using a 
government service must be central to how the policy is designed, implemented and 
evaluated although the degree to which they are an active participant in that process 
varies considerably (OECD, 2001, 2009). An example includes the Danish MindLab 
(Bason, 2011; Carstensen & Bason, 2012). While citizen-centric does not necessarily 
mean citizen-involved or citizen-led, it does imply that the citizen is the key 
determinant of the type and quality of services within the more general policy and 
resource parameters set by government. This has given rise to attempts to have 
citizens rate government services through surveys such as the Canadian Citizens First 
and the derivative New Zealand survey Kiwis Count. The need to build and maintain 
citizen trust in government is often cited as a reason for citizen-centric government 
(Berner, Amos, & Morse, 2011). 
‗Citizen-led‘ is frequently encountered in combination with the use new social media 
in government. These Web 2.0-enabled platforms allow information to be generated 
by citizens, added to and circulated in ways that can have a significant effect on 
public policy and management (see, for example,  Brainard & McNutt, 2011; Bryer, 
2011; Gerodimos, 2012; Picazo-Vela, Gutierrez-Martinez, & Luna Reyes, 2012). There 
are many examples of its use in disaster and emergency situations (Bruns, 2011a, 
2011b) and also every day non-emergency settings (Dryzek, Goodin, Tucker, & Reber, 
2009). For example, Bekkers and colleagues provide examples of micro-mobilization 
of citizens in the Netherlands using social media to shape agenda formation and 
policy design (Bekkers, Moody, & Edwards, 2011). 
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Citizen-centric is not completely synonymous with collaboration and co-production 
but they are used together. In the citizen-centric frame, the priority of the citizen as 
user and funder (as a tax-payer) is a base assumption (see, for example,  Cooper, 
Bryer, & Meek, 2006). Well-functioning citizen-centred collaborative public 
management is maximised through: government trust in citizens; citizen efficacy; 
citizen trust in government; citizen competence; government responsiveness; and 
government legitimacy (Cooper et al., 2006). 
iv. Deliberative Democracy 
One of the arguments for collaborative approaches to public management is the 
contribution such approaches make to the operation of democracy and citizen 
involvement. The notion of deliberative democracy is perhaps the most abstract and 
normative of the concepts covered so far. It has a huge literature to which justice 
cannot be done here.  
Smith identifies three underpinning philosophical traditions which all have the aim 
of working more collaboratively with citizens to democratise public administration 
(Smith, 2010). In the critical theory tradition advanced by Habermas, and argued in 
the contemporary literature by, for example, Miller and Fox (2007), collaborative 
working between government and citizens is an ideal to be pursued. In the 
deliberative democracy ideal, power relations and interests should be fully explored, 
the proper ends to be pursued can be questioned, along with the means and decision 
making. All ideally take place with citizen consciousness-raised awareness.  
The emphasis is on engaging the public in questioning and counterbalancing the 
narrow, and predominantly technocratic, solutions which might be proposed by 
government and its agencies. Public engagement in this frame is an essential part of 
deliberative democratic processes. It is preference forming, rather than simply 
preference affirming. In the ‗active citizenship‘ ideal advanced by Aristotle, and 
promoted by Stivers (1990), the engagement of citizens is an ideal end in its own 
right as well as a means to achieve more specific ends. In both the deliberative 
democracy and ‗active citizen‘ traditions, there is an emphasis on the breadth, 
comprehensiveness and representativeness of the individuals involved in the 
engagement processes.  
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In the pragmatic tradition of Peirce, Dewey and James (see Smith, 2010), citizens 
participation becomes a means for drawing on diverse perspectives to step-wise 
advance towards better public solutions to public problems, and thus the quality of 
the dialogue and diversity of perspectives take precedence over representativeness. 
In all three traditions, there is an underlying argument for why the citizen might 
want to engage with government and its agencies: to avert the narrow technocratic 
framing of real world problem by bureaucrats (critical theory); to exercise a duty of 
citizenship in a democratic state (active citizen); or to ensure that policies are built 
on diverse understandings and solutions that take into account ongoing real-world 
dynamics (pragmatism). All of these traditions support the government‘s 
collaboration with citizens in the process of governance, although they vary in the 
underlying purpose, and the emphasis they place on representativeness and 
comprehensiveness.  
The pragmatic tradition has strong affinities with the literature which focuses on 
public engagement for the purpose of improving policy and service delivery, and for 
providing political efficacy. In the normative concept of ‗deliberative democracy‘, it is 
argued that policy and rule making should depend on informed discussion with the 
citizens to be affected (Fishkin, 1991, 1995; Gutmann & Thompson, 2004). Such 
arguments for engagement are common in contentious and value-laden areas such as 
health and environment policies. A deliberative approach is open to consideration of 
the framing of the problem as well as the weighing of alternative solutions. While 
deliberative democracy places a duty on citizens, it also places an onus on 
government and its agencies to create effective ways of engaging citizens. Framing 
influences the experience of consequences and in the words of Tversky and 
Kahneman ‗the adoption of a decision frame is an ethically significant act‘ (Tversky & 
Kahneman, 1981, p. 458)  Findings from the social psychology literature suggest that 
without careful design engagement processes tend to favour the pre-existing views of 
the dominant majority; maintain racial conflicts; produce competition rather than 
co-operation; cause opinion polarization; and do not work to open up consideration 
of minority perspectives in the way advocated in the pragmatic tradition (see for 
example, Min, 2007).  
While advocates of deliberative democracy such as Leach (2006) propose democratic 
ideals of collaboration: inclusiveness; representativeness; impartiality; transparency; 
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deliberativeness; lawfulness; empowerment, these are not explicitly linked to results. 
Fung‘s Chicago Police Department example showed that participatory processes 
caused front line people to look beyond standard, comfortable and ineffective 
approaches (Fung, 2006). Factors such as the mode of selection of the participants 
(see figure 4), the mode of communication and decision making (see Figure 5), and 
use authority and power (Figure 6) were the dimensions of a ‗democracy cube‘ of 
institutional design choices which can influence outcomes.   
  
Figure 4: Inclusiveness vs exclusiveness of participant selection (Fung, 2006) 
  
Figure 5: Modes of communication and decision making (Fung, 2006) 
  
Figure 6: Modes of communication and decision making (Fung, 2006) 
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v. Results, outcomes, innovation, sustainability and effectiveness 
Complexity and the desire for previously unachievable and more efficacious results 
from government interventions, linked to longer-term outcomes is often cited as a 
reason for working collaboratively (e.g. Booher, 2005; Huxham & Vangen, 2005; 
Innes & Booher, 2010; O'Leary & Vij, 2012). ‗Innovation‘ also frequently appears in 
the literature on collaboration and collaborative governance as a reason for using 
these approaches. 
Sorenson and Torfing (2011) note rising demand for innovation from three mounting 
pressures: 1) citizens and private firms have rising expectations about quality, 
availability and effectiveness accompanied by limited public resources, wage 
pressures, and the Global Financial Crisis; 2) rising ambitions of the public sector 
itself and politicians about tackling social economic and environmental problems at 
same time  society becoming increasingly difficult to govern due to growing 
complexity and fragmentation of social, economic and environmental processes- 
with globalisation extending the temporal and spatial horizons for action; 3) growing 
number of ill-defined wicked problems that cannot be solved by throwing money or 
standard solutions at them. They argue that collaboration is a third source of 
innovation, in addition to that already well understood to be available from the 
capabilities within hierarchical bureaucracies and through competition in markets.  
As noted earlier, collaborative decisions or agreements are the products of a 
particular type of mutual learning and adjustment (see, Agranoff, 2007; Gerlak & 
Heikkila, 2011). Innovative products and processes arise from the reflexive 
interactions between the various players in the collaboration and individual and 
collective learning processes which allow these products and processes to be 
embedded and sustained.  
Researchers have turned their attention to the measurement of performance in 
collaborative networks. Their particular characteristics, such as complex structures, 
multiple layers of interaction, shifting levels of commitment and action, and diverse 
members with differing goals and expectations, present difficulties for the 
assessment of effectiveness, in addition to those encountered in hierarchies and 
markets. Evaluation should take account of different levels of the network operation: 
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the environmental level, the organisational level, and the operational level and also 
take into account working within and across these levels (see Figure 7). Evaluation 
also needs to take place at different points in time: startup; network formation; 
stable network; network routinization; and network extension (Mandell & Keast, 
2008). 
Voets and colleagues (Voets, Van Dooren, & De Rynck, 2008) have proposed a 
framework for measuring collaborative network performance. They identify three 
dimensions of performance: production performance, process performance and 
regime performance. Production performance focuses on goal attainment and the 
cost effectiveness of the achievement. Process performance relates to the quality of 
the process. Regime performance considers the robustness and resilience of the 
network as part of an organizational and relational infrastructure. Different 
questions are asked and different aspects of the network receive attention in each of 
these performance measures (see Figure 8). 
May and Winter (2007) concluded from their Danish study of local government 
partnering for the provision of employment services that organisations are more 
likely to collaborate if they perceive a collaboration would extend their expertise, 
personnel, or other capabilities. Municipalities were very specific in seeking out 
collaborators able to provide specific services. ‗Healthier‘ collaborative relationships, 
which directly involved managers and fostered positive relationships, had stronger 
perceived outcomes – an additional 2 to 5 percent of the variation in perceived 
outcomes is explained when taking health of the collaborative relationship into 
account. This observation is consistent with the findings of other research (Provan 
and Milward 1995; O‘Toole and Meier 2004b) that managerial factors are important 
in determining the outcomes of collaborative arrangements. 
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Figure 7: Key elements for evaluating performance of collaborative networks (Mandell 
& Keast, 2008, p. 723) 
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Figure 8: Framework for assessment of network performance (Voets et al., 2008, p. 784) 
Trust, or the lack of, is one of the most frequently cited barriers to inter-
organisational working (e.g. 6 et al., 2006; Huxham & Vangen, 2005; Saz-Carranza & 
Serra, 2009). Other factors include: the failure to establish shared goals and 
outcomes; frequent changes of personnel; failure to find a way of dealing with value 
and power conflicts; external factor factors related to authority and legitimacy 
(Bryson et al., 2006). 
Summing up Lens 2: 
Reasons for collaboration arise from the nature of the problem to be solved and the 
limitations on information and resources needed for solution within a single 
organisation. Some of the information and social and community capital needed to 
have a beneficial effect on complex social problems lies outside of government and 
therefore other groups in the community might need to be involved in their co-
production. At one end of the spectrum, the reasons for involvement of others lie in 
the desire for efficacy and legitimacy of decisions and solutions. At the other end, 
reasons are more idealistic ones related to the desirability of democratic engagement. 
Overall the objective is to bring sufficient perspective to a problem to better 
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understand its dimensions, and creativity to the solutions generated, so that 
previously unattainable and beneficial progress can be made. 
Lens 3: Institutional processes and structures for working across 
boundaries 
This lens focuses on the different institutional processes and structures for working 
across boundaries. The various ways in which human and organisational actors work 
across boundaries examined earlier are still visible, but the emphasis here is the 
pattern these interactions make in transacting the business of governing. It is about 
how collections of actors are organised and the processes involved in working across 
boundaries starting with the concept of governance and then moving to discuss the 
concepts of networks, network governance and collaborative governance.  
i. Governance 
The public management literature uses the term governance to refer to the processes 
of public management and governing. The rise in the use of the term governance has 
been linked to: 
1) a move away from hierarchy, competition and solidarity as alternative 
models for delivering services towards networks, teams and partnerships 
traversing the public, private and voluntary sectors; 
2) a recognition of the blurring of boundaries between public and private, 
state and civil society, and national and international and thereby also of the 
responsibilities for handling policy, social and economic issues; 
3) the recognition and incorporation of issue networks and policy networks 
into the business of governing; 
4) The replacement of the traditional modes of hierarchical control and 
command by 'governing at a distance'; 
5) The development of more reflexive and responsive policy tools; 
6) The role of government shifting to a focus on providing leadership, building 
partnerships, steering and co-ordinating, and providing system-wide 
integration and regulation. 
26 
IGPS working Paper – Eppel, E. (2013). Collaborative Governance: Framing New Zealand Practice. 
7) The emergence of 'negotiated self-governance' in communities, cities and 
regions, based on new practices of co-ordinating activities through networks 
and partnerships; 
8) The opening up of decision-making to greater participation by the public; 
9) Innovations in democratic practice as a response to the problem of the 
complexity and fragmentation of authority, and the challenges this presents to 
traditional democratic models; 
10) A broadening of focus by government beyond institutional concerns to 
encompass the involvement of civil society in the process of governance. a 
number of factors  (Bang, 2003). 
Governance is about the process of governing and incorporates the government as 
well as who and what is governed, and how; it is inclusive of actors, structures and 
processes used to achieve public outcomes. Governance as referred to here is 
therefore a much broader concept than its use in respect of an organisation or a 
process. Pollit and Hupe (2011) call ‘governance‘ a ‗magic concept‘ because of the 
pervasiveness of its use, coupled with a seductive tendency to abstraction, blurring of 
distinctions and ambiguity, but also admit its usefulness as a term. Kickert et al. 
make the distinction that ‗public management is governance but not all governance is 
public management‘. The appeal of ‗governance‘ reflects a level of acceptance of the 
sentiment, that despite its legitimate power, „government is not able to steer society 
as a deus ex machina from a position above and detached from society; government 
itself is part of the social system and is only one of the many social actors influential 
in public policy processes‘ (Kickert et al., 1997, p. 5). 
Debate about the characteristics of a new governance model or paradigm continues 
(e.g. Gjelstrup & Sorensen, 2007; Osborne, 2010). It appears that where it exists the 
new governance model may operate alongside, and in addition to, previous 
bureaucratic administration and new public management (NPM) models for the 
creation and delivery of public services. The new governance model may include 
more plurality of actors and processes, and less uniformity and rule following, to take 
account of both the social complexity of the problems societies face and the desire by 
governments to build legitimacy and efficacy by involving citizens more closely in the 
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design of policies that affect them. Thus governance includes not just top-down 
processes but also bottom-up, outside-in and inside-out processes. 
ii. Collaborative Governance 
Collaborative governance combines the concepts of: 
 Collaboration: To co-labour, to co-operate to achieve common goals 
working across boundaries in multi-sector relationships. Co-operation is 
based on the value of reciprocity. 
 Governance: To steer the process that influences decisions and actions 
within the private, public, and civic sectors. Although government plays a role 
in governance, it is not the only player. 
Collaborative public management is an idea that resonates with many, yet the term 
―collaboration‖ lacks a common lens or definition; there are seemingly ―101 
definitions of collaboration.‖ Three examples from three different decades are 
provided here for illustrative purposes. Each is widely cited today. Gray (1989) 
defined interorganizational collaboration as an emergent process between 
interdependent organizational actors who negotiate the answers to shared concerns 
(pp. 12-13). Huxham (1996) defined collaboration as ‗working in association with 
others for some form of mutual benefit‘ (p. 1). Bardach (1998) defined collaboration 
as ‗any joint activity by two or more agencies working together that is intended to 
increase public value by their working together rather than separately‘ (p. 8).  
Collaborative governance is a wider concept about the process of engaging citizens 
in making decisions in more inclusive ways. This movement actively engages citizens 
through the tools of dialogue and deliberation, community problem solving, and 
multi-stakeholder dispute resolution to inform and shape public decisions and 
policy.  
Agranoff (2006) offers ten lessons from his study of the use of collaborative networks 
of federal, state, and local government managers working with nongovernmental 
organizations for governance in the United States: 
i. The network is not the only vehicle of collaborative management. 
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ii. Managers continue to do the bulk of their work within the hierarchy. 
iii. Network involvement brings several advantages that keep busy administrators 
involved. 
iv. Networks are different from organizations but not completely different. 
v. Not all networks make the types of policy and program adjustments ascribed 
to them in the literature. 
vi. Collaborative decisions or agreements are the products of a particular type of 
mutual learning and adjustment. 
vii. The most distinctive collaborative activity of all of the networks proved to be 
their work in public sector knowledge management. 
viii. Despite the cooperative spirit and aura of accommodation in 
collaborative efforts, networks are not without conflicts and power issues. 
ix. Networks have their collaborative costs, as well as their benefits. 
x. Networks alter the boundaries of the state only in the most marginal ways; 
they do not appear to be replacing public bureaucracies in any way. 
Recently, researchers have begun to generate more integrated models of 
collaborative governance. Emerson and colleagues (Emerson et al., 2011) apply 
knowledge and concepts from a wide range of fields (such as public administration, 
conflict resolution, and environmental management among others) to collaborative 
governance in the construction of their framework to ensure relevance is a range of 
applications and settings, such as collaborative public management, multi-partner 
governance, joined-up or network government, hybrid sectoral arrangements, co-
management regimes, participatory governance, and civic engagement, all of which 
share common characteristics with collaborative governance. Their framework 
integrates numerous components of collaborative governance—from system context 
and external drivers through collaborative dynamics to actions, impacts, and 
adaptation. This enables scholars to study a ‗collaborative governance regime‘ (CGR) 
as a whole, or to focus on its various components and/or elements, while facilitating 
interdisciplinary research on complex, multilevel systems. Finally, it organizes 
several variables into a multilevel framework, enabling further analysis of the 
internal dynamics and causal pathways of collaborative governance and its 
performance. Together, these attributes can allow for the broad application of the 
integrative framework across sectors, settings, processes, issues, and time'. 
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Emerson et al.  define collaborative governance broadly as ‗the processes and 
structures of public policy decision making and management that engage people 
constructively across the boundaries of public agencies, levels of government, and/or 
the public, private and civic spheres in order to carry out a public purpose that could 
not otherwise be accomplished'.  Emerson and colleagues‘ integrative framework 
consists of three nested dimensions which constitute the collaborative governance 
regime (CGR) : 1) the collaboration system context (the host of political, legal, 
socioeconomic, environmental and other influences that are affecting and are 
affected by the CGR; 2) from this emerge system drivers including leadership, 
consequential incentives, interdependence and uncertainty; the CGR cross-boundary 
collaboration represents the prevailing pattern of behaviour and activity. This is 
made up of the third innermost level of collaborative dynamics: 3) Shared motivation; 
principled engagement and capacity for joint action; driven by leadership, 
consequential incentives, interdependence and uncertainty generate collaborative 
actions (see Figure 9). 
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Figure 9: Collaborative Governance Regime (Emerson, Nabatchi & Balogh, 2011) 
iii. Networks 
Scholarship on networks, and governance through networks, introduces an 
alternative to bureaucratic hierarchies or markets for understanding the 
relationships and dynamics between public policy and public management 
participants. ‗Network‘ is used in a number of ways (Isett, Mergel, LeRoux, Mischen, 
& Rethemeyer, 2011). As: i) a metaphor or organising concept, raising the critical 
issue of whether the actors in an attributed network must acknowledge that they 
operate in a network (e.g. Meier & O'Toole, 2003; O'Toole & Meier, 2009); ii) a 
pattern of interactions which can be mapped through the methods and 
methodological paradigm of Social Network Analysis (SNA) (e.g. Czarniawska & 
Hernes, 2005; Kapucu, Arslan, & Collins, 2010); and iii) a utilitarian approach to 
understanding public service provision involving multiple actors (e.g. Agranoff, 
2007; Keast, Brown, & Mandell, 2007; Kickert et al., 1997).  
There are a number of conceptualisations of networks as a means of governing. For 
example: network structures versus processes; policy networks versus service 
delivery networks; locational networks versus situational networks; and issue 
networks versus problem-focused networks (Ansell & Gash, 2008). Howlett & 
Ramesh (2003) trace the concept of policy networks from Heclo‘s (1978) ‗issue 
networks‘. The network concept has evolved from the 1980s to describe loose 
coalitions of government and non-government organisations engaged in the 
formulation and implementation of policy (Kickert, Klijn, & Koppenjan, 1997; 
Rhodes, 1984, 2007).  
‗Policy community‘ is used by policy researchers, political scientists and public 
administration scholars to signify the extra-formal interactions that occur in the 
interstices between and among government agencies, interest groups, corporations, 
industry associations, elected officials and other institutions and individuals (Miller 
& Demir, 2007). Communication and influence in policy communities flows in non-
hierarchical patterns. Near synonyms are found in the related notions of ‗iron 
triangles‘, ‗issue networks‘, ‗policy subsystems‘, and ‗professional networks‘. Policy 
communities are discursive groups in possession of problem-solving projects upon 
which their enquiries and efforts are focused and they offer the capability to respond 
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to the increasing fragmentation and complexity of the policy environment in a plural 
society. They indicate a policy process in which organized interests and 
governmental actors play a major role in shaping the direction and outcome of public 
policies.  ‗Policy community‘ is often used to emphasise the closed, tight-knit nature 
of the community versus the more accessible, loosely bounded aspects of issue 
networks (Miller & Demir, 2007, p. 137).  
Networks, according to Klijn (1996), draw on political, organisational and 
sociological notions to explain the interaction between actors. These disciplines 
emphasise the importance of relationship patterns between organisations and pay 
attention to the strategies that organisations use to influence each other. Klijn used 
Benson‘s (1992) description of policy networks as: ‗a cluster or complex of 
organisations connected to each other by resource dependencies and distinguished 
from other clusters or complexes by breaks in the structure of resource dependencies‘ 
(p. 92). 
Resources in Benson‘s (and Klijn‘s) context include tangible and intangible resources 
such as community capital and information. Klijn (1996) defined policy networks as 
‗a changing pattern of social relationships between interdependent actors, which 
takes shape around policy problems or policy programs and which is being formed, 
reproduced, and changed by an ecology of games between these actors‘ (p. 111–112). 
According to Klijn, the network concept is reducible to three main features: 
 dependency of actors on each other 
 network processes resulting from no single policy actor having sufficient 
steering capacity to determine the strategic actions of the other actors – policy 
results from the interaction between the actors as they try to influence the 
direction and outcome of policy processes through strategic behaviour  
 institutions that make up a policy network and consist of a pattern of relations 
– these patterns are created by the dependencies and the interactions between 
the institutions, show a certain density, and have a lasting character.  
Networks exhibit a duality of structure of the type described by Giddens. Because of 
the: 
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essential recursiveness of social life as constituted in social practices, structure 
is both medium and outcome of the reproduction of practices. Actors do not 
just create social systems, they reproduce or transform them, making what is 
already made in the continuity of praxis (Klijn, 1996, p. 95).  
Network structure enables action and is in turn changed by it. A network analysis 
focuses on the interdependency of the policy process participants and the strategies 
they use to cope with that interdependency. A ‗game‘ metaphor has also been used to 
explain the ongoing, sequential chain of strategic actions between actors in policy 
processes (the game) (Klijn & Teisman, 1997). The strategies of all game participants 
affect each other and players cannot predict the actions of other players:  
If all actors are acting strategically, not all the consequences of acts can be 
known in advance, and not all the consequences of previous acts are 
acknowledged or recognised in future acts (Klijn & Teisman, 1997, p. 102).  
Thus there is uncertainty about consequences and successful strategy needs to be 
learned during the game, with goal displacement occurring during the game as actors 
learn from other actors and new information is gained through interaction. The game 
has no objective reality – it is an interactive construction between the actors. The 
perceived realities of actors are relevant to the game and so too is the sense actors 
make of their own actions and the actions of others. Game management then is the 
result of network processes derived from the interaction between the strategies of all 
the actors involved.  
The aim of the network manager is the creation of relationships and interactions that 
result in achievement of the network‘s purpose. Important behaviours include 
facilitating and furthering interaction among participants, reducing complexity and 
uncertainty by sharing information, changing incentives to co-operation, developing 
new rules and procedures of interaction, changing positions, relations and roles of 
participants, helping the network be self-organising, and engendering effective 
communication among participants. Organisational power can come into play in 
networks. Individuals can exercise a veto and cut themselves off from the steering 
interventions of other actors. Almost all empirical studies of networks emphasise the 
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importance of social and cognitive processes, particularly processes of bargaining, 
coalition formation, and conflict management.  
Efforts have been made to understanding the structural characteristics of networks 
and the contextual factors which lend stability to networks and the influence these 
features might have on network performance. Turrini et al. (Turrini, Christofoli, 
Frosini, & Nasi, 2010) limit their definition of network to the more formal multi-
organisational structures in which members are tied through some form of structural 
interdependence.  They develop a framework of organisational-network performance 
factors based on their comprehensive review of relevant research reported in the 
literature (see Figure 9).  
Two contextual factors appear to influence network stability: 1) resource 
munificence (including availability of technical assistance systems by intermediary 
organisations); and 2) cohesion and support from the broader community. 
Evidence of the criticality of the former is mixed. However positive social capital 
accumulated through past collaborations appears to influence the level of trust 
among parties in the network and its ultimate success. On the other hand, diversity 
in the community where the network operates can create barriers to effective 
network functioning. 
Turrini et al. identify the following structural characteristics as having some 
influence on network performance:  
i. external control i.e. the degree of dependence of the network on 
external constituencies  
ii. integration mechanism and tools – integration that better supports 
effectiveness is defined by the presence of one co-ordinated agency and 
different subsets that are highly cohesive and strongly linked to each other. 
Critical mechanisms of co-ordination and integration are common 
information and communication systems, joint staff activities such as 
marketing, funding and planning, and integration at the service level, e.g.  
the creation of a one-stop integrated service capacity 
iii. size and composition – larger size associated with the degree of 
perceived effectiveness 
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iv. formalisation and accountability – transparency of network 
functioning and accountability appear to correlate with higher success 
rates  
v. network inner stability – stability of the personnel in the network and 
low levels of internal competiveness support better network performance. 
Elements such as trust, reciprocity and norms of co-operation are 
considered fundamental to increasing inner network stability and success. 
In addition, they identify successful networks as having the functioning 
characteristics of:  
i. managerial quality and competency  
ii. a working style that involves greater interaction with actors who are 
not line subordinates 
iii. management behaviours that buffer instability, nurture stability, 
and build commitment to network mission/purpose, and  
iv. network steering. Successful network steering blends people and 
efforts, acts ethically and avoids collusion. Further, it ‘activates‘ actors and 
resources, and repositions the network in response to changes in the 
external environment (Turrini et al., 2010).  
There is a diversity-unity tension to be managed in achieving network effectiveness 
(Saz-Carranza & Ospina, 2010). Networks exist as a form of governing because there 
is diversity (of issues, values, geography) but to function as a network and achieve 
results, they have to achieve unity of goals and purpose. This is done by mediating 
and valuing diversity while focusing on finding areas of common ground and 
agreement about shared actions. 
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Figure 10: Network Effectiveness Framework (Turrini et al, 2012) 
 
iv. Network Governance 
Bevir and Richards (2009) make a useful distinction between networks as a means of 
mediating different interests, and networks as a mode of governing. They 
differentiate between networks as a structure for achieving a governance outcome (a 
government-centric view), and a more de-centred view of networks as interactive, 
interdependent interactions between the actors inside networks, which they conclude 
has implications for how networks might be studied and understood. The first lens 
above focused on processes within networks, particularly under the ‗collaboration‘ 
heading.  
Agranoff and McGuire (2001) posit there is a set of management behaviours or 
responsibilities associated with network management (horizontal as opposed to 
vertical intra-organisational management) different from and parallel to the 
POSDCORB framework (planning, organising, staffing, directing, co-ordinating, 
reporting, budgeting) (Gulick & Urwick, 1937), familiar to students of organisational 
management. These behaviours and responsibilities include: 
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activation – identifying participants in the network and tapping their skills, 
knowledge and resources; network managers arrange, stabilise as much as 
possible, nurture and integrate the network structure 
framing – occurs during formation and operation of the network and 
involves establishing and influencing the operating rules of the network, 
influencing its prevailing values and norms, and altering the perceptions of 
the network participants 
mobilising – requires a view of the strategic whole: network managers must 
induce individuals to make a commitment to the joint undertaking and to 
keep that commitment; they must mobilise organisations and forge agreement 
on the role and scope of network operations, which involves motivating, 
inspiring and inducing commitment 
synthesising – creating the environment and enhancing conditions for 
favourable, productive interaction; network managers must find a way to 
blend the various participants – each with conflicting goals or different 
perceptions or dissimilar values – to fulfil the strategic purpose of the 
network.  
Governance can be achieved through networks. Klijn and Skelcher (2007) refer to 
governance networks to describe policy making and implementation through a web 
of relationships between government, business and civil society actors, where 
governance is the ‗articulation, resolution and realisation of public values in society‘ 
(p. 587). They see governance networks as new systems for public policy 
deliberation, decision and implementation based on interdependencies, but not 
necessarily equity, between public, private and civil society actors. Modes of agenda 
setting, policy making and implementation are dispersed and flexible and are often 
associated with hybrid organisational forms. Policy networks open opportunities for 
policy entrepreneurs to influence policy. Governance networks can also be opaque in 
their formal rules and constitutional position. They range from being centres of 
power and privilege, to flexible, fluid arrangements able to accommodate new forms 
of interest representation. 
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In contrast, others stress that networks are an essentially a structure for working 
across organisations (see, for example, Provan & Kenis, 2008; Turrini et al., 2010). 
In considering the implications of how ‗new‘ interactive governance (horizontal) 
institutions interact with existing institutions (vertical organisations), Edelenbos 
(2005, p. 128) concluded that there is a missing institutional link between the 
interactive process and the formal decision making process. Thus poor institutional 
embededness of interactive processes often leads to ‗cherry-picking‘ behaviour on the 
part of the decision makers because they do not feel committed to the variety created 
by the interactive process. As a result, the rich variation ‗evaporates‘ as soon as the 
informal interactive process has ended and formal policy making has begun.‘  
Stoker (2006) argues that those managing through networks 'need a vision of an 
alternative paradigm, an overarching framework in which to put their new practices‘ 
(p. 41). He proposes that 'the public value management paradigm offers a broad 
framework in which to comprehend the management challenge posed by network 
governance' (p.42). This paradigm, according to Stoker, has the achievement of 
public value as its core objective, and networks of deliberation and delivery are 
central features of this governance approach. He argues that a plausible new public 
value paradigm must have answers to questions such as how is efficiency achieved; 
accountability maintained; issues of equity addressed – ‗reform processes that 
involve a competition between management paradigms or a complex unfolding of 
reform paradigms are often fraught with difficulty because underlying the 
approaches are different understandings of human nature and different values 
attached to the achievement of various outcomes‘ (p. 43). It is not a panacea, but a 
different way of resolving complex of issues. 
[The] new public value management paradigm does blend together features of 
traditional public administration and new public management. However, in its key 
objectives, attitude to democracy, and ideas about the role of public managers, it goes 
beyond either of the previous paradigms into territory that marks a clear break with 
past understandings of the way that governmental actors, both official and elected, 
should behave (p. 43).  
In contrast to earlier public administration and NPM paradigms, a broader 
conception of politics underpin the public value approach and the public manager 
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has to win hearts and minds about whether the service advances economic and social 
outcomes and therefore delivers public value. In this paradigm, there is an open-
minded view on whether the best supplier is from the public, private or voluntary 
sector. This approach is further marked by an ethic of public service. ‗There is not a 
specific public sector ethic, but there is a public service ethos‘ (p 48). Thus an 
adaptable and learning-based approach to the challenge of public service delivery is 
required and adaptability and flexibility are key virtues. ‗The ideal manager is 
therefore engaged in a process of continuous evaluation and learning. The focus is on 
an evidence-based approach that accepts that interventions are prone to losing their 
bite over time and that ways of achieving public value may require rethinking what 
has been done at a pace and to a depth that is distinctive in comparison with the 
other paradigms (Stoker, 2006, p. 49)  
The key point in understanding public value management is that it is 
premised on a different core understanding of human motivation compared to 
traditional public administration and new public management. It starts with 
the understanding that preferences are not formed in a vacuum and should 
not be taken as given. Part of the challenge of public managers is to engage the 
public in a dialogue about their preferences but in a way that allows for 
deliberation about choices and alternatives. Car users might favour more 
spending on public transport if it is clear that their interests are served by 
such a move because it might lower congestion, and if they had the scope to 
recognize that if the system was improved, they might use the public transport 
provided. People are capable of changing their position, the public value 
management paradigm assumes. In a broad sense, public opinion is more 
subtle than some paradigms allow. People may have preferences that are 
system wide rather than service specific. They may favour a certain degree of 
fair distribution or systems of delivery that are ecologically sustainable…. 
Discovering preferences involves a complex dialogue so that efficiency and 
accountability are trading partners, not the objects of a trade-off…. 
Accountability is achieved by negotiated goal setting and oversight. 
Accountability relies on a complex and continuous exchange among 
leadership and checks and balances to that leadership (Stoker, 2006, pp. 51-
52).  
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 Figure 11: General model of collaborative governance (Ansell and Gash, 2008) 
Thomson et al. (2009) suggest that our understanding of collaborative governance 
comes down to five key dimensions: two structural (governance and administration), 
two social capital (mutuality and norms), and one involving agency (organisational 
autonomy) which they attempt to model for their relative influence on the 
collaborative governance terrain and to demonstrate that the collaborative 
governance network is more than a normative construct. Ansell and Gash (2008) 
advance a general model of collaborative governance based on their meta-analytical 
study of the literature on networks. Their theoretical framework focuses on 
collaborative governance as process, and also structures that can be described and 
planned for objectively (See Figure 11).  
Theorising about networks in the public policy domain has evolved from earlier ideas 
in response to recognition of the unstructured and uncertain nature of many 
problems (Hoppe, 2010), see Figure 12. Purely rational cogitation on the issue and 
top-down planning have proved inadequate in the face of the unstructured and 
uncertain nature of many public problems and in response more interactive and 
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bottom-up approaches involving horizontal networks have developed. Approaches 
that have evolved separately from the disciplines of political science, organisational 
studies and public management are informing this theory. 
Klijn and Koppenjan (2012) argue that governance through networks  has now 
emerged as a fully-fledged theory. As such, governance network theory (GNT) which 
differs from earlier bureaucratic models of public administration and the new public 
management (NPM) models of the late 1980s and 1990s offers new ways of designing 
and understanding public management.  
Figure 12: Evolution of Policy networks (Hoppe, 2010) 
Part 2: New Zealand research 
Public sector reforms put in place in New Zealand in the late 1980s and early 1990s 
are widely acknowledged as having exacerbated fragmentation of government 
agencies and impeded cross-organisational working (see for example,  Boston & 
Eichbaum, 2007; Schick, 1996; Scott, 2000; Whitcombe, 2008; Whitcombe & 
Gregory, 2008). From the late 1990s, recognition that the organisational 
fragmentation of government agencies was affecting the ability of government to 
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tackle more complex and intractable problems and influence outcomes effectively led 
to increased efforts to join up government efforts, work across government and the 
community sector, work with clients and focus on outcomes. 
The Managing for Outcomes (MFO) initiative sponsored by the Department of Prime 
Minister and Cabinet, the Treasury and the State Services Commission in the late 
1990s and early 2000s was accompanied by initiatives such as the Pathfinder project 
in which a network of eight willing participants collaborated to build outcome 
management systems that worked for them, and shared the lessons learnt (State 
Services Commission, 2003). Based on this work and other sources, the State 
Services Commission issued some guidance on joining up to improve outcomes 
(State Services Authority, 2007).  
In response to the Review of the Centre undertaken by the Labour Government in 
response to concerns about fragmentation and lack of a whole-of-government 
approach to outcomes (State Services Commission, 2002), one stream of work led by 
the Ministry of Social Development focused on Integrated Service Delivery and 
Regional Co-ordination. This workstream undertook a review of the New Zealand 
and international literature on collaboration, carried out fieldwork in three regions in 
New Zealand, and drew on a range of relevant government reports. The findings were 
captured in both the Final Workstream Report and Mosaics: Whakaahua Papariki: 
Key Findings and Good Practice Guide for Regional Co-ordination and Integrated 
Service Delivery . The Integrated Service report highlighted the need to ensure: 
structural barriers to collaboration are removed e.g. by addressing service 
boundaries and funding mechanisms; that government systems and processes 
support and incentivise collaboration e.g. by addressing departmental 
accountabilities, managerial delegation at local level and evaluation arrangements. 
These same issues are now the focus of the Better Public Services work (Better Public 
Services Advisory Group, 2011).  
The Integrated Services work found evidence that: collaboration can improve 
services and offer benefits for organisations, including better processes, improved 
relationships, greater capacity to respond to local needs and more efficient use of 
resources, but little clear evidence, either in New Zealand or internationally, that 
collaboration improves outcomes – mainly because of the lack of effective evaluation 
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of collaborative initiatives; collaboration is time and resource-intensive, and there 
are limitations to what it can achieve. Therefore  it was concluded, organisations 
needed to make decisions about when collaboration is appropriate and consider the 
necessary trade-offs in devoting time and resource to joint working. Moreover there 
was no single approach to developing collaboration that worked in all cases – 
different models will be needed to achieve specific objectives, and different 
approaches will be needed at various stages of the collaborative process.  
The Better Connected Services for Kiwis project researched 7 cases in the New 
Zealand public sector where government agencies had made an explicit attempt to 
‗join-up‘ to achieve better outcomes for clients (Eppel et al., 2008; Ryan, Gill, Eppel, 
& Lips, 2008). The researchers interviewed practitioners to understand when, why 
and how public servants ‗join-up‘, what helps them do this and what gets in their 
way. They found that joining-up is not limited to any one sphere of government 
activity and is occurring in social and economic portfolios. They also found that 
joining-up across the frontline where government department interface with citizens 
is more common than some might believe, because sometimes frontline staff keep 
what they do ‗below the radar‘. They do this for a number of reasons – it is 
sometimes too hard to explain the complex set of circumstances they face to 
‗Wellington‘; they fear they will be told to follow the rules, when in their judgement 
they are confronted with situations which are not covered by policy and do not fit the 
rules. 
Successful and enduring joined-up cases revealed some interesting insights into: 
when joining up occurs  
 because the problem public servants and their clients are facing is multi-
dimensional, multi-causal, and  
 individual parties lack sufficient information for understanding and resolving 
the problem alone 
why joining up occurs 
 because multiple and new perspectives are needed to understand the 
problem(s)some of the resources needed to solve the problems might be 
information and social capital available in the community but less available to 
government agencies the ‗problem‘ needs to be deconstructed from multiple 
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perspectives and reconstructed in ways that allow different groups to take 
responsibility and action to resolve the problem, and 
 because the outcome matters most. 
how joining-up occurs 
 someone realises that doing the same thing, following the rules, or doing 
nothing will not achieve a desired outcome 
 like-minded people with perspectives, resources and a commitment to work 
on the problem get together 
 sponsors, ‗guardian angels‘ and other legitimating mechanisms are sought to 
give time  and space for a different way of doing things to emerge from a 
collective problem solving process 
 people use their collective wisdom to act, and 
 people learn from doing. 
Where these examples of joining-up most frequently ran into trouble was in trying to 
make a different kind of process (a collaborative one with shared responsibility for 
achieving an outcome) fit into the processes and procedures of organisations. They 
were also not given enough space and time to achieve an outcome that might come a 
little more slowly but is more embedded when it does. The SEMO case demonstrated 
that a joined-up approach to solve an immediate problem can help a whole 
department rethink how it might better achieve the outcomes it is trying to influence. 
Lips and colleagues (Lips, O'Neill, & Eppel, 2009) investigated five public 
management programmes in multiple sites where government agencies were 
working together to produce a more joined-up approach to policy and service 
delivery and produce better outcomes. These included a multicultural service centre 
for refugees; Linwood Service Centre, high risk/high profile forums, priority 
offenders initiative, and electronic monitored bail – each involving a range of public 
sector and other agencies. These empirical cases were chosen as examples where a 
programme had been devised to have different departments work together, sharing 
critical information, to improve the outcomes for individuals. Transforming service 
design with a primary objective of achieving effective social outcomes for individuals 
and families, for example those facing long term unemployment, homelessness, 
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repeat offending, youth offending, involves solving complex problems with 
interrelated causes covering a number of policy domains. 
Implicitly, in departmental traditional practice, it is expected that these vulnerable 
individuals join up the existing structure of government so that the complexity of 
their problems can be met. However, taking a more holistic view of the individual‘s 
need rather than the traditional organisation-centric one, more effective service 
delivery can be designed and delivered to achieve better outcomes.  The research 
showed that ICTs can support this shift to multi-organisation delivery and focus on 
outcomes. However working across agencies presents challenges, as evidenced by the 
joined-up government project. Particularly, there are issues and challenges in the 
sharing of information across agencies, especially private information about 
individuals. 
The research findings point strongly to the importance of inter-personal 
relationships between officials in organisations working together and the existence of 
trust between these individuals which enables them to work affectively and share 
information appropriately as needed. A sense of purpose and outcomes sought was 
also at the heart. In these circumstances, officials shared information on a ‗need to 
know basis‘. Information sharing was assisted by the existence of well understood 
protocols. The information needed and valued by each organisation is different and 
can be either ‗hard‘ or informal ‗soft‘ information.  
The researchers found a difference in information sharing practices between agencies 
with a public safety mandate, which are afforded a provision in the Privacy Act, and 
those with a public service mandate where there is no equivalent provision. They 
found that co-location supports information sharing practice, while in some case 
manual ‗work-arounds‘ were used to avoid the problems  lack of technical 
interoperability.  
Overall the researchers noted the effective practices developed for inter-
organisational working together by frontline public servants, high levels of trust and 
commitment to shared outcomes. It was noted that vertical information sharing 
practices between head offices and local management structures are often weaker 
that the horizontal interagency information sharing practices. The involvement of 
45 
IGPS working Paper – Eppel, E. (2013). Collaborative Governance: Framing New Zealand Practice. 
NGOs in service delivery presented particular information sharing challenges 
because of lack of technical capability in the NGOs and a need for training about how 
to deal with privacy issues.  
The Land and Water Forum was a successful attempt to solve an entrenched policy 
problem (the regulation of fresh water use) using a collaborative governance 
approach (Bisley, 2010a, 2010b; Land and Water Forum, 2011, 2012). Over three 
years, the Forum has produced three consensus reports and enabled a deadlocked 
and contentious policy arena to make progress (Eppel, 2011). The process has yet to 
be fully researched and evaluated.  
Other partially documented examples of collaborative governance and partnership 
approaches include the Campaign for the Prevention of Family Violence (Point 
Research, 2010) and Whanau Ora. 
Summing up parts 1 and 2 
Collaborative approaches to governance sit alongside the traditional hierarchical and 
market approaches as a means of achieving better outcomes. Collaboration has been 
noted and studied in New Zealand and elsewhere. As a result we have some 
knowledge of how actors collaborate, when they do it and why, and how the 
processes of working collaboratively contribute to effective governance and 
outcomes. It is time now to draw what we already know into a tentative framework 
for collaborative governance.  
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Part 3: A tentative framework for effective collaborative governance 
In this section a tentative framework for collaborative governance is outlined, based 
on the international and New Zealand research findings cited in the previous two 
sections.  
Effective collaborative governance is contingent on the nature of the problem to be 
solved, the processes suitable for working with complex problems, and the 
governance structures to be created which must also be compatible with the 
complexity of the problems to be solved. There are implications for individual actors, 
organisations, and the processes designed and used to facilitate and support 
interaction between actors.  A series of propositions has been derived from the 
research literature reviewed in the previous sections. These propositions are 
tendered as a tentative guide to practice. 
Propositions (P) 
P. 1 Each actor frames an issue or problem differently. 
P. 2 Organisational mission, culture and intent will influence framing of problems 
and solutions. 
P. 3 Sensemaking and similar collaborative learning processes are needed to 
understand problems from multiple perspectives. 
P. 4 The greater the variation in perceptions of problem and solution among actors 
then the more there is a need for collaborative processes that attempt to expose those 
different understandings. 
P. 5 Involvement of clients/citizens is indicated where ambiguity and uncertainty of 
the problem is high. 
P. 6 Public entrepreneurs/catalysts are needed to create an ‗ah-ha‘ break with the 
status quo and facilitate a new value-creating opportunity. 
P. 7 Cross-organisational ways of working require in the form of particular facilitative 
styles of leadership, managerial tasks, and orientation to entrepreneurship, and risk 
management. 
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P. 8 Processes need to take account of the social complexity of the problem and 
ambiguity and uncertainty about the problem and what will happen as a result of any 
action. 
P. 9 Experimentation and learning from doing is required, along with attention to 
operational detail and sensitivity to what does not fit.  
P. 10 ‗Guardian angles‘ /network sponsors are needed to facilitate ongoing 
‗authorisation‘ for the collaborative network. 
P. 11 Inclusion to achieve breadth of perspectives, information and resources. 
P. 12 Social media provide the means for individuals to shape governance processes 
and this can happen either by design or because of citizen-initiated activity. 
P. 13 Narratives; Cynefin framework; Sensemaking are examples of complexity-
friendly processes and methods of data gathering. 
P. 14 Trust, reciprocity are needed for successful collaborations. 
P. 15  Level of interdependence vs autonomy of individual organisations is clear; 
coordination mechanisms are effective; levels of co-operation established; and 
network suited to the purpose. 
P. 16 Performance needs to be considered at different levels of organisation and at 
different times in the process. 
P. 17 Lack of trust kills collaborative processes  
P. 18 Successful collaborations extend organisational expertise and other capabilities. 
P. 19 Successful collaboration leads to innovation. 
These propositions are set out in Table 1 below. It is intended that the propositions 
contained in Table 1 might act as a starting point for practitioners who are designing 
and engaging in collaborative governance processes. These will be refined over time 
as more examples of collaborative governance are studied. 
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Table 1: Factors associated with effective collaborative governance (what, when, 
why and how) 
 Individual actors Organisational 
actors 
Processes 
To facilitate and 
support  
interaction 
between actors 
Problems 
 
P.1 Each actor frames 
an issue or problem 
differently. 
P. 2 Organisational 
mission, culture and 
intent will influence 
framing of problems 
and solutions. 
P. 3 Sensemaking 
and similar 
collaborative 
learning processes 
are needed to 
understand 
problems from 
multiple 
perspectives. 
Processes  
for working with 
complex 
problems 
 
P. 4 The greater the 
variation in perceptions 
of problem and 
solution among actors 
then the more there is a 
need for collaborative 
processes that attempt 
to expose those 
different 
understandings. 
P. 5 Involvement of 
clients/citizens is 
indicated where 
ambiguity and 
uncertainty of the 
problem is high. 
P. 6 Public 
entrepreneurs/catalysts 
are needed to create an 
‗ah-ha‘ break with the 
status quo and 
facilitate a new value-
creating opportunity. 
 
P. 7 Cross-
organisational ways 
of working require 
support in the form 
of particular 
facilitative styles of 
leadership, 
managerial tasks, 
and orientation to 
entrepreneurship, 
and risk 
management. 
P. 8 Processes need 
to take account of 
the social 
complexity of the 
problem and 
ambiguity and 
uncertainty about 
the problem and 
what will happen as 
a result of any 
action. 
P. 9 
Experimentation 
and learning from 
doing is required, 
along with attention 
to operational detail 
and sensitivity to 
what does not fit.  
P. 10 ‗Guardian 
angles‘ /network 
sponsors are needed 
to facilitate ongoing 
‗authorisation‘ for 
the collaborative 
network. 
Structures  
for working with 
complex 
problems 
P. 11 Inclusion to 
achieve breadth of 
perspectives, 
information and 
resources. 
P. 12 Social media 
provide the means for 
individuals to shape 
governance processes 
 P. 13 Narratives; 
Cynefin framework; 
Sensemaking are 
examples of 
complexity-friendly 
processes and 
methods of data 
gathering. 
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 and this can happen 
either by design or 
because of citizen-
initiated activity. 
Performance P. 14 Trust, reciprocity 
are needed for 
successful 
collaborations. 
 
 
P. 15.  Level of 
interdependence vs 
autonomy of 
individual 
organisations is 
clear; coordination 
mechanisms are 
effective; levels of 
co-operation 
established; and 
network suited to 
the purpose. 
P. 16 Performance 
needs to be 
considered at 
different levels of 
organisation and at 
different times in 
the process. 
Success P. 17 Lack of trust kills 
collaborative processes 
P. 18 Successful 
collaborations 
extend 
organisational 
expertise and other 
capabilities. 
P. 19 Successful 
collaboration leads 
to innovation. 
P = propositions from the literature 
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